For 9 hours on a hot Sunday afternoon in Sydney, Australia, police in riot gear battled 200 Aboriginal youths (Chulov, Warne-Smith, & Colman, 2004) . Bricks, bottles, and firecrackers rained down on the police, 40 of whom were injured during the melee. The spark that ignited this tinderbox was a rumor that police cars had chased 17-year-old Thomas Hickey on his bicycle, causing him to fall and fatally impale himself on a steel-spiked fence. Police insisted they had been cruising the area looking for a bag-snatcher, found the impaled youth, and attempted to resuscitate him. Although a hot summer day and alcohol had contributed to this rumor-sparked riot, distrust played a foundational role.
A friend whose company was facing the prospect of severe downsizing mentioned to one of us (DiFonzo) that rumors were rampant. "What has management said about it?" I asked. He replied, "I wouldn't trust anything they say." We have often noticed that rumor seems to thrive where there is a dearth of trust. Yet this variable is rarely mentioned in rumor transmission literature (see chap. 3, this volume). We wondered, How is trust related to rumor transmission? In An earlier version of this chapter can be found in DiFonzo, Bordia, and Winterkorn, 2003 . We thank Rob Winterkorn for his invaluable assistance in collecting data analyzed in this chapter. this chapter we approach this question by continuing to report the results of a longitudinal investigation of the division of a company undergoing a drastic downsizing. In chapter 2 (this volume) we introduced this study and reported the correlates of hearing rumors; in this chapter we address a different question: "How does trust in the organization affect rumor transmission?"
This question has not hitherto been quantitatively explored. We think it is important for organizational rumor transmission research, of course, but it is also important for another topic of research in applied psychology: namely, the role of trust in organizational phenomena. Interest in this latter topic has increased in recent years (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; McEvily, Perrone, & Zaheer, 2003; Robinson, 1996; Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1999) . In particular, Dirks and Ferrin (2001) recently proposed two ways-a main effects model and a moderating effects model-by which trust affects organizational phenomena. We use these models to frame our understanding of how trust affects transmission. We begin with a discussion of how we think trust directly affects transmission, then proceed to how trust moderates the by now well-known relationships between uncertainty, anxiety, and rumor. We then present our study investigating these effects. Our findings suggest that trust-or more specifically distrust-is not peripheral to rumor transmission; indeed, it seems to play a central role.
Direct Effects of Trust on Rumor Transmission
Trust is the willingness to be vulnerable because a person thinks someone has his or her best interests at heart (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998) . Researchers have proposed slight variations of this definition; trust has often been operationalized as both a specific and generalized expectation of the benign nature of others' actions (Creed & Miles, 1996; Kramer, 1999) . Distrust, naturally, is the obverse of this: It is the expectation of the malignant nature of others' actions. Distrust has been linked to rumor activity. After qualitative analysis of numerous rumor episodes, Shibutani (1966) concluded that when formal information is not trusted, people compensate with informal speculation, or rumor. For example, rumors in the former Soviet Union were spawned by distrust of formal news sources (Bauer & Gleicher, 1953) . Despite these findings, we know of no follow-up studies quanti-tatively investigating trust's role in rumor transmission, especially within the organization. Dirks and Ferrin (2001) proposed a main effects model in which trust acts directly on organizational variables and a moderator model in which trust moderates relationships between organizational variables. In the main effects model, trust acts simply to produce positive attitudes and cooperative behavior. Individuals' expectations of the benign nature of management lead to more positive appraisals of ambiguous events and to behaviors congruent with these appraisals. In a similar way, high trust in management should reduce rumor activity: "Management told us work assignments are slow lately because of a new central office accounting system. I trust them; they wouldn't lie to us." However, low trust undermines formal communications and increases the need for collective (informal) sense making. "Management would lie to us-they are heartless and mean-spirited. I don't believe their explanation; they intend to use this slowdown as a pretext for layoffs." Therefore, low trust should lead to more rumor activity. These ideas mesh well with Jean-Noel Kapferer's (1987 Kapferer's ( /1990 ) emphasis on rumor as unofficial or unsanctioned information, and with that part of our definition (see chap. 1, this volume) focusing on rumor as a means of managing risk. In sum, people rely more heavily on and participate more frequently in the informal sense-making apparatus (the rumor mill) if they don't trust or if they feel threatened by the formal sense-making network (the boss or management). Rousseau and Tijoriwala (1999) found evidence consistent with this straightforward role of trust in management during organizational change. Management explained a complex restructuring to registered nurses in a U.S. hospital as being necessary to improve quality of patient services. Trust predicted acceptance of these explanations. Nurses with low levels of trust tended to discount these official accounts for change or accounts focused on economic factors and to accept alternate explanations based on self-serving managerial motives. These researchers concluded, "High trust is likely to be associated with acceptance of information provided by management and a reduction of informationgathering efforts" (p. 524). Such alternate explanations are tantamount to rumors; the information-gathering efforts that surround them are tantamount to sense-making rumor activity. In short, distrust led to rumor activity.
In a similar way, recent organizational rumor research has incidentally noted that trust inhibited rumor activity (DiFonzo & Bordia, 1998) . In interviews with corporate management, we observed an association between attitudes of distrust and rumor activity, whereas attitudes of trust seemed to reduce rumor activity. For example, corporate employees concerned about a potential major reorganization exhibited high levels of rumor activity and a lack of trust in management. Communications officials in one instance were considered almost malevolent by employees; this company experienced rampant rumor activity. However, another communications officer claimed that trust had been conscientiously built up over the years; this company experienced relatively short bouts of rumor and seemed to place faith in formal communiques. We therefore propose that trust is negatively associated with the frequency of rumor transmission.
Moderating Effects of Trust
In the moderator model (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) , trust enhances or inhibits relationships between other variables. Dirks and Ferrin offered this example of the moderating effect of trust: High trust permits the relationship between conscientiousness (a dispositional trait) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Conscientious personality should covary with OCB. Low trust, however, would inhibit the strength of such a relationship; even people who are dispositionally inclined to OCB will not exhibit such behavior in situations of low trust because to do so would violate social exchange norms. Under low trust then, conscientious personality would be unrelated to OCB. However, under conditions of high trust, conscientious behavior should be a good predictor of OCB; that is, the two variables would be related. In this example, trust plays the role of a moderator variable, a catalyst, an amplifier, a necessary but not sufficient condition.
It is important at the outset to note that a variable may have both direct and moderating effects. If we continue with the Dirks and Ferrin (2001) example, we see that trust may directly affect OCB (trust in management leads to being a good organizational citizen) and it may moderate the relationship between conscientiousness and OCB. We return to this point later in the discussion. Dirks and Ferrin (2001) proposed that one mechanism by which trust moderates relationships is by affecting "one's interpretation of another's past action or events relating to the past action: Under high levels of trust, one is more likely to respond favorably to a partner's action than under low levels of trust" (p. 459). Trust thus helps people to interpret ambiguous actions by other people as friendly rather than hostile in intent. However, low trust engenders a hostile, rather than friendly, interpretation of events; even unambiguous and non-anxietyproducing events may become infused with hostile intent.
In the context of rumor, trust may moderate the relationship between rumor transmission and its antecedents. Uncertainty and anxiety have been linked with rumor transmission (see chap. 3, this volume). Trust should moderate these relations in a similar way; this is depicted in Figure 8 .1. First, when trust is high, uncertainty and anxiety predict rumor transmission. When people trust management, they engage in rumor discussions only when they feel anxious or uncertain. Yet when trust is low, uncertainty and anxiety may not predict rumor transmission because distrust of management-"management is evil (or unjust or incompetent)"-leads to rumor transmission even when uncertainty and anxiety are minimal. When trust is low, management's actions are perceived to be hostile, even a small amount of anxiety and uncertainty becomes magnified and leads to rumors. Distrust of management may also lead to wedge rumors (rumors that are uttered mostly out of selfenhancement reasons). Again, uncertainty and anxiety result from interpretations of other's actions, and these interpretations hinge on trust. Recent organizational rumor research findings are consistent with the idea of trust as a moderator; trust may have also played a moderating role in organizational rumor episodes we analyzed (DiFonzo & Bordia, 1998) . In this research, distrust of the corporation may have engendered perceptions that were conducive to the generation of rumors regardless of levels of uncertainty or anxiety. That is, even small levels of uncertainty and anxiety may have found fertile ground in attitudes of distrust; thus a little uncertainty or a little anxiety-among attitudes of distrust in the company-may have been increased through negative interpretations and thus resulted in rampant rumor activity. High levels of uncertainty and anxiety, of course, would also lead to much rumor activity. In low-trust conditions then, the relationships between uncertainty and rumor, and between anxiety and rumor, would be weak, because people would be rumor active all the time.
Now consider a rumor episode we studied that seemed to exhibit high-trust conditions: Layoff rumors quickly abated at a large consumer products manufacturer after management limited uncertainty by outlining the general extent of layoffs, committed to a time line when further information would be forthcoming, and explained why it could give no further details (DiFonzo & Bordia, 1998) . In interviews with company employees, we noted that employees trusted management's announcements because of previous trust-generating experiences such as frequent supervisor-to-employee communication and quarterly company-wide meetings. Some rumor activity was present, but quickly diminished. Trust in the company may have reduced the effects of a little uncertainty and anxiety. In other words, a little uncertainty or a little anxiety-among attitudes of trust in the company-did not result in rumor activity. However, high levels of uncertainty and anxiety would of course lead to much rumor activity. Put another way, under high trust, the relationships between uncertainty and transmission, and between anxiety and transmission, appeared to surface.
In sum, we propose both a direct and moderating role of trust in rumor transmission. In regard to the direct effect, trust should act to inhibit rumor transmission. In regard to the moderating effect, low levels of trust may lead to much rumor transmission regardless of uncertainty and anxiety; under high levels of trust, however, uncertainty and anxiety should predict transmission. We tested these ideas in two of the four waves of the longitudinal sample of employees from a division of a company undergoing radical downsizing. We gave an overview this study in chapter 2 (this volume); here we describe it in greater detail.
Sample, Procedure, and Instrument
Study participants consisted of 75 employees in a division of a subsidiary company of a large corporation.
1 Two employees distributed and collected each of the four waves (Tl, T2, T3, T4) of the questionnaire. Each wave was administered approximately 1 month apart. Identifying information was removed from each survey. Work slowdowns and restructuring (merging of some departments in this and other divisions) were occurring prior to the first and second wave of surveys. Layoff announcements occurred between the second and third wave. Approximately 50% of employees were laid off between the third and fourth wave.
Uncertainty, anxiety, and trust were measured with a 7-point scale (see Exhibit 2.2). The number of different rumors heard during the past month was recorded. Of these, the number of different rumors passed was also recorded. By dividing the number of rumors passed along by the number of rumors heard, we assessed the proportion of heard rumors transmitted; this variable is the likelihood of transmission (LOT). LOT operationalizes rumor transmission as the propensity to pass along a rumor that one hears. LOT builds on previous measures of rumor transmission that listed rumors that participants had heard as well as whether or not they were passed along (Rosnow, Yost, & Esposito, 1986; see also K. Davis, 1972; Esposito, 1986 Esposito, /1987 Rosnow, Esposito, & Gibney, 1988; Schachter & Burdick, 1955) . To maximize the reliability and validity of LOT, we had participants record a summary of the rumors that they had heard. As with previous measures of transmission (e.g., DiFonzo & Bordia, 2000) , LOT was correlated with anxiety and uncertainty (see Table 8 .1), which evidences the reliability and validity of this measure. Furthermore, the components of LOTnumber of rumors heard and passed-both peaked at T2, which agreed with informal impressions conveyed by organizational informants.
1 All 75 employees in this division received the questionnaire during wave 1 (Tl); 61 (81%) returned it completed. Seventy-two employees received the questionnaire during T2; 48 (67%) returned it. Accurate response rates for T3 (« = 40) and T4 (« = 29) could not be calculated; however, estimates on the basis of layoff numbers at T3 and T4 indicated that at least 50% of surviving employees responded. Sample age group F(3,163) = .22, p = .88, tenure f(3,163) = .17, p = .92, and gender proportions X 2 (3) = 2.76, p = .43, did not differ by wave. Operationalizing rumor transmission in this way is appropriate given a number of different rumors in circulation over a period of time-a condition typical of organizational rumor episodes. In addition, LOT is independent of the number of rumors that a particular individual hears. The advantage of this independence becomes apparent when one considers that the alternative operationalization-number of rumors passed-depends in large part on the number of rumors that one hears; LOT accounts for this confound by being a within-subjects variable. By extension, LOT also accounts for factors known to affect the number of rumors heard, such as whether or not one is a liaison (K. Davis, 1972 ) and whether or not one is part of a close network (Buckner, 1965) . Therefore, LOT affords the advantage that the results that obtain in this investigation cannot be caused by factors associated with the number of rumors heard.
Results
Raw variable means by wave are portrayed in Figure 8 .2. Tl was a time of mounting tension. Work slowdowns and some departmental mergers had occurred; uncertainty and anxiety were at high levels. Employees were clearly hearing layoff rumors with specific and consistent numbers (25-60 employees), dates (first quarter), and departmental targets, as well as speculation about whether the division would be sold or outsourced. There seemed to be some confusion as to work tasks also:
Participants indicated in open-ended responses that work assignments were "not detailed," "indefinite," and "nonspecific." The picture presented is that of employees perceiving a dearth of work, speculating as to the meaning of this for the organization and for their jobs, and a reticent management. Comments evidenced a sense that employees knew the division was in trouble but "hoped against hope" that management would lead them with "a clear, well-thought-out, plan." (We note at this point that one's level of trust in management would greatly influence how these conditions were interpreted.) T2 represents a climax; suspense peaked. T2 occurred prior to layoff announcements. Rumor activity, uncertainty, and anxiety peaked, and trust faltered. Employees' comments indicated the same queries as in Tl, but also indicated increasing distrust-"The company made twice as much money as they expected," the parent company is not committed to the division, management should "show us the commitment to its programs," management should have "answered this question asked directly to them; instead they deferred," and management is "keeping everyone in the dark until the very end"-and increased anxiety-"Is my job secure or not?" Many employees were dismayed that they had not been told "the truth sooner."
T3 and T4 (after the layoffs) represent anger and moving-on. Uncertainty and anxiety fell, and rumor activity plunged (although the LOT remained stable). Some residual rumors of future layoffs and sale of the division occurred. Although on average trust rose, comments indicated that many employees were bitter: Management is not "honest," "Management tells its employees only what they want to in order to keep them productive," "Employees are really being jerked around," "Who cares?" and "No sources can be trusted."
In the remainder of this section we describe results of tests for effects on LOT. We specifically addressed the following questions: What are the main effects of uncertainty, anxiety, and trust on LOT? What are the moderating effects of trust? We performed eight hierarchical moderated linear regression analyses.
2 We used only Tl and T2 data in these regressions because of lower sample sizes at T3 and T4. Four regressions tested the main effects of uncertainty and the main and moderating effects of trust on an uncertainty-LOT relationship; results are presented in Table 8 .2. Another four regressions tested the main effects of anxiety and the main and moderating effects of trust on an anxiety-LOT relationship; results are presented in Table 8 .3. Of each of the four sets of analyses, two were cross-sectional and two were longitudinal.
MAIN EFFECTS OF UNCERTAINTY AND ANXIETY
Main effects for uncertainty (Table 8 .2) and anxiety (Table 8. 3) obtained. When uncertainty was the sole predictor of LOT in each 2 Missing data patterns were first analyzed longitudinally and no systematic patterns of attrition were discovered. For example, participating in both Tl and T2 (versus only Tl) questionnaire administrations was not correlated with Tl uncertainty, anxiety, LOT, or trust. All possible wave combinations (Tl vs. T2, Tl vs. T3, T2 vs. T3, etc.) were used. After means and SDs were computed for each variable by wave, the dataset was screened for correlation and regression analyses with Tabachnick and Fidell (1996/2001) . Outliers (those values whose ?-scores were beyond ±3 SD from the mean) were changed to the next most extreme score (1, uncertainty; 3, anxiety; 6, no. rumors heard, and 5, no. rumors passed values). Multicolinearity was investigated with Mahalanobis distances; one data point at Tl was deleted. Zero-order correlations were then calculated (Table  8 .1 presents the Tl and T2 intercorrelations); all correlations did not go beyond +.85, cross-sectional analysis, it predicted LOT; hence there was a main effect for uncertainty. This result replicates previous research showing a relationship between uncertainty and transmission (Rosnow, 1991) . The effect disappeared, however, after trust was added, indicating that distrust accounted for a large part of the LOT variance resulting from uncertainty. Put simply, in a matchup between distrust and uncertainty, the distrust variable wins hands down.
Anxiety displayed a similar pattern of results; when anxiety was the sole predictor of LOT, in each cross-sectional analysis, it predicted LOT. Hence there was a main effect for anxiety, and this result also replicates previous research showing the anxiety-LOT relationship (Rosnow, 1991). The effect disappeared or was greatly diminished, however, after trust was added, indicating that distrust accounted for a large part of the LOT variance resulting from anxiety. In a matchup between trust and anxiety, the distrust variable again wins convincingly.
These results point toward a more central, perhaps a more proximal, role for trust than heretofore theorized. With trust, we can account for a much higher proportion of LOT variance than without it. These results also extend previous rumor transmission research to a new operationalization of transmission: LOT.
MAIN EFFECTS OF TRUST
Results suggest strong support for the main negative effects of trust on both current and longitudinal rumor transmission, as predicted. As shown in Tables 8.2 and 8 .3, in the cross-sectional analysis for Tl, trust was a significant negative predictor of LOT in the main effects models that included either uncertainty or anxiety. It remained a significant negative predictor in the moderated effects models. In other words, trust dampened same-time LOT over and above the effects of uncertainty, anxiety, or trust-moderation. This pattern also obtained in the T2 crosssectional analysis. Note that this same pattern also obtained for both longitudinal analyses.
3 Trust dampened future LOT over and above the effects of same-time or future-time uncertainty, anxiety, or trustmoderation. In sum, trust dampened both same-time and future LOT indicating no bivariate collinearity. Bivariate scatterplots appeared to be elliptical, indicating linearity and homoscedasticity.
3 Tl trust was a significant negative predictor of T2 LOT in the main effects models that included either Tl anxiety or uncertainty, and it remained a significant negative predictor in the moderated effects models. Tl trust was even a significant negative predictor of T2 LOT in the main effects models that included either T2 anxiety or T2 uncertainty, and it remained a significant negative predictor in the moderated effects models. Note. Data reported are beta coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. LOT = likelihood of transmission (proportion of heard rumors transmitted).
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even when uncertainty and anxiety were accounted for; these main effects were strong and consistent.
MODERATING EFFECTS OF TRUST
Results in Table 8 .3 give strong support for the moderating effects of trust on both current and longitudinal anxiety-LOT relationships, as predicted. 4 In the cross-sectional analysis for Tl, the addition of the interaction term between anxiety and trust accounted for an additional 6.1% of the variance in LOT. The beta coefficient for this interaction term was both positive and significant, indicating that high levels of trust lead to a strong anxiety-LOT relationship, whereas low levels of trust lead to a weak anxiety-LOT relationship. Figure 8 .3 illustrates this relationship by showing the slopes of regression lines linking anxiety to LOT under high, average, and low levels of trust.
5 As trust throughout the sample was low, it should be noted that these values are not absolute; indeed, high trust fell at approximately the scale midpoint. Examination of Figure 8 .3 illustrates that at low levels of trust, LOT was uniformly high; low-trust participants passed along most of the rumors they heard regardless of levels of anxiety. At high levels of trust, however, anxiety covaried with LOT. This same relationship was evidenced in T2 cross-sectional analysis, but was not significant. 6 In the longitudinal analysis evaluating the moderating effect of Tl trust on the Tl anxiety-T2 LOT relationship, the addition of the interaction term accounted for an additional 8.3% of the variance, and was also significant; this interaction is illustrated in Figure 8 .4. The same pattern as in the cross-sectional plot is evident here. The remaining longitudinal analysis evaluated the moderating effect of Tl trust on the T2 anxiety-T2 LOT relationship; the same pattern was again evident but only marginally significant at conventional alpha levels.
7 Even at conventional significance levels, however, we observed that Tl trust 4 Hypothesized interaction effects for Tl and T2 were also tested in the hierarchical linear regressions. In this procedure, the predictor and moderator variables are centered before the interaction term is computed (Aiken & West, 1991) . Centering refers to subtracting the mean of the variable from each value. Interaction effects-indicating moderation-are then tested in regressions after all main (centered variable) effects have been entered.
5 These slopes were computed with Table 8 .3 moderated model regression coefficients under different values of the moderator variable trust (Aiken & West, 1991) . The values used to reflect high and low trust were one SD above and one SD below sample means, respectively. >p = .12. 7 p = .07. moderated the relationships between Tl anxiety and both Tl LOT and T2 LOT.
Results (presented in Table 8 .2) assessing the moderating effect of trust on both current and longitudinal uncertainty-LOT relationships evidenced similar patterns, but were weaker. Cross-sectional interaction terms were not significant; longitudinal interaction terms were also not significant at conventional levels. In sum, trust moderated anxiety-LOT relationships: During Tl it moderated the relationships between anxiety and Tl LOT; during T2 it marginally moderated the relationship between anxiety and T2 LOT. Tl trust even longitudinally moderated the relationship between Tl anxiety and T2 LOT, and marginally moderated the relationship between T2 anxiety and T2 LOT. Similar but nonsignificant patterns obtained for uncertainty.
Trust as a Key Variable in Rumor Transmission
Results suggest that trust is perhaps a more important-and more foundational-variable in rumor transmission than is uncertainty or anxiety. Strong support was found for the main and moderating roles of trust in both cross-sectional and longitudinal anxiety-LOT relationships. Trust negatively predicted same-time and future-time rumor transmission. Trust during one time period also moderated the relationships between anxiety from the same time period and both current and future rumor transmission. Although in the predicted direction, results were nonsignificant for the moderating role of trust in uncertainty-LOT relationships.
Results not only extend the corpus of literature-rapidly increasing in size-on the various roles that trust may play in organizations (Kramer, 1999) ; they also are consistent with the framework proposed by Dirks and Ferrin (2001) to explain when trust would manifest itself as a main or moderating effect. These researchers proposed that trust would manifest itself as a main effect in situations of "weak" strengththat is, in situations that do not "provide clear or powerful cues that lead individuals to interpret the events in a similar way" (p. 462). In situations in which situational strength was in the "mid-range," they proposed that trust would recede to a moderating role. Situational strength in some situations may be in between weak and mid-range and may thus manifest itself as both a main and a moderating variable. Our results offer support for this conceptualization in two ways. First, uncertainty-transmission effects (although practically important) have been found to be weak to moderate (r= .19; Rosnow, 1991); we should therefore expect trust to manifest itself as a main effect only, which indeed occurred in every analysis we performed. Second, recalling that anxiety-transmission relationships are strong (r = .48; Rosnow, 1991), we should therefore expect trust to manifest itself as a moderator or as both a main effect and moderator variable. The latter indeed occurred: Trust always manifested itself as a main effect and sometimes as a moderating variable.
These results provide further insight into the high levels of rumor activity typical of situations in which formal sources of information are not trusted. Distrust may provide fertile soil for rumors that cannot easily be squelched by dispelling uncertainty and reducing anxiety. Such an instance occurred in the case of the external organizational rumor plaguing the soft drink Tropical Fantasy in 1991. Remember that false rumors circulated among the African American community that the soda was owned by the Ku Klux Klan and contained substances that would sterilize Black men. The rumor caused sales to drop by 70%. Commenting on the popularity of similar rumors in the African American community, Lorraine Hale, an African American psychologist, stated, Having come from a slavery background, where we were so brutalized for so long, the sense of fear we have as a people is very real. There's a mass paranoia that the objective here is to kill us out, as easily and quickly as possible. We don't articulate it, but we act on it. This leads to watchfulness and caution and suspicion, enough to question the contents in a soft drink, (as quoted in Lerbinger, 1997, p. 159; see also P. A. Turner, 1993) In our terminology, distrust in a slightly uncertain situation led to high levels of rumor transmission. The rumor may have resisted media and government agency attempts to dispel uncertainty until then-mayor of New York City David Dinkins, himself an African American, publicly drank the soft drink (Freedman, 1991) . In our terminology, trust in the formal source of information was restored for this situation. The point is, again, that trust was key.
Results also support the view of trust as a stable variable. Evidence points toward stability of trust attitudes over time. Previous longitudinal research by Robinson (1996) found a significant moderate correlation (r = .34) between trust in employer measured at initial employment and then after 30 months. We note that our 1-month Tl trust to T2 trust intercorrelation was the highest of all study variable pairs (r = .83; see Table 8 .1).
Trust may also be a self-perpetuating attitude aided by the social mechanism of rumor. Robinson's (1996) research showed that trust at time of hire exerted both main and moderation effects 18 and 30 months later. In particular, initial trust predicted and moderated later interpretations of breach of psychological contract. Consistent with this research, our results also evidenced longitudinal effects of trust for impending layoffs that were often seen as unfair. Indeed, low-trust individuals engaged in more rumor transmission. Higher rates of transmission of negative rumors among low-trust individuals may help entrench interpretations that ensure subsequent deteriorations in trust (cf. similar effects of gossip in Burt & Knez, 1996) . As our study was mainly concerned with rumors about negative outcomes, future research should test this idea among organizations experiencing rumors about positive outcomes. Such positive rumors presumably would help to enhance trust over time. We also note that future research should strive to identify other modes of measurement besides self-report.
Practical implications of these results include the importance of addressing attitudes of trust in formal sources of information (see also DiFonzo & Bordia, 2000) . Dispelling uncertainty and reducing anxiety may not dampen rumor activity without attention to levels of intergroup trust. Rumors of plant closings and downsizings, for example, may not be diminished by announcements to the contrary, unless the source of the rebuttal is judged to be honest and trustworthy (Bordia, DiFonzo, & Schulz, 2000) . These implications seem particularly relevant to situations involving organizational change, the focus of this study. Explanations by management may effectively become impotent when given to employees who do not trust management. Interpretationsbased on employee perceptions of the company as caring, honest, and trustworthy-may determine the extent to which official explanations are accepted and acted on.
Conclusion
In summary, the results of our study suggest that trust is a key variable in rumor transmission and is likely to play a central role in organizational rumor activity in at least two ways. First, distrust in the organization is likely to fuel rumor activity. For example, if an employee perceives the company to be uncaring and dishonest, he or she is unlikely to rely on their explanations to account for recent changes in personnel that affect the quality of his or her job. Second, trust is likely to alter the relationships between uncertainty, anxiety, and rumor. When trust in the company is low, employees may be especially prone to engage in rumor discussions regardless of their levels of uncertainty or anxiety; when trust is high, such rumor discussions are necessary only under conditions of high uncertainty or anxiety. For example, if I, as an employee, perceive the company as uncaring and dishonest, even small amounts of uncertainty and anxiety are enough to make me concerned. I am then likely to participate in rumor discussions because I think that my coworkers in the rumor mill-but not the management-have my best interests at heart. Even rumors appearing during times of quiescence and stability would receive lots of my attention because they might protect me from dreaded consequences that the company did not care about. However, when I trust the company, there is no need to pay much attention to rumors because the company explanation can be relied on; I need turn to rumors only when the company is unable to quell my uncertainty or anxiety. Future research should seek to replicate these patterns in other arenas-both field and experimental-and should seek to further clarify the nature of the relationship between trust and transmission. Future transmission research-in whatever venue-should routinely measure trust in formal communication sources.
In the next chapter, we continue in an organizational vein and discuss empirical evidence pertaining to the management of rumor.
